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Strategy IS “the calculated relation of ends and means “’ Desired ends are those Intended 

to ensure a “safer, more prosperous Amenca”2 and that can be achieved by means available to 

the nation Thus, the ultimate obJective of any natlonal secunty strategy IS to correctly balance 

secunty agamst the cost of achieving it John Lewis Gaddls restates this dilemma best “you 

~111 want to do everything possible to mmm=uze the nsk of defeat, or humlhatlon, or 

embarrassment, but you will also want to mmlmlze the costs of doing so, lest you destroy what 

you are trymg to defend m the process “3 Using thx rationale, the optimal natlonal secunty 

objective 1s one that promotes secunty at an affordable cost 

A natlon’s assumptions about Its domestlc and mtematlonal envu-onments affect how it 

views and defines its secunty interests, objectives, and pnontles Nowhere 1s this observation 

more relevant than m the Clinton Admmlstratlon’s 1997 natlonal secuntl strategy Entitled “A 

Katronal Secunty Strategy for a New Century,” this document em lslons todal ‘s n orld as a 

fertile field m \+hxh the seeds of democracy can be sown among natlons pre\ lously xx lthm the 

former Soviet Urnon’s sphere of influence or belo\+ the United States’ Cold War threshold of 

concern Promotion of democracy is one of our nanon’s core natlonal secunty ObJectIves 

because its authors assume that democracies are “less likely to wage xx ar” to achieve then- alms’ 

and that estabhshmg them will be easier m the wake of the SoLlet Lmon’s demise In other 

words, Amencans ~111 be safer m a world of democratic natlons than one m 1~ hxh non- 

democracies exist Although this may appeal to an ldeahstlc Amencan public, this paper asks 

whether It IS an optlmal national secunty goal For reasons that follow, the answer 1s no 

WHY IST’T DEMOCK4TIZATION AK OPTIMAL NATIONAL SECURITY GOAL’ 

Fxst, 1~ orld democratlzatlon 1s not achzetable-at least not under current cu-cumstances 

and certamly not wlthm the Umted States’ and its allies’ resource constramts Thomas 

1 
National D&me Unwerslty Library 
FT Lesley J. McNalr 
Washington, DC 20319-5066 



Carothers, m his article, “Democracy Without Illusions,” suggests democratlzatlon 1s much 

easier sad than done In the past twenty years. many natlons m which democratic governments 

have been installed-some with U S assistance-have either fallen back mto authontanamsm or 

suffered human nghts setbacks democracy also was supposed to eliminate 5 Other developmg 

countries, like Smgapore and Malaysia, consider a “strong hand” necessary for development 

Whether this 1s simply an excuse for elites to remam m power or a legltlmate recipe for 

democracy m some parts of the norld IS unclear What IS clear, at least to Carothers, 1s that the 

Umted States cannot assume responslblhty for democracy’s success or failure around the world 

because, with only a few exceptions, we do not have the economic and pohtlcal resources 

necessary to have a major Impact on the pohtlcal course of other countnes 6 

In his article, “The Clash of C1vlhzatlons,” Samuel Huntmgton offers one reason 1~ hy 

democratlzatlon may be so difficult m some parts of the world it 1s foreign to many cultures ’ 

He does not go so far as to suggest that some cultures are mtnnslcall> incapable of becommg 

democratic, however, he argues that democratic or not, differences among cultures ~111 

mevxtably lead to conflict In one stnkmg example-the Arab world-he argues that the 

pnnclpal beneficlanes of Western democracy have been antl-Western Islamlst mox ements ’ 

Although Richard Rubenstem and Jarle Cracker dispute Huntmgton’s thesis that conflict 

among clvlhzatlons 1s inevitable, they share his doubt that democracy IS a panacea for all the 

world’s 111s ’ They argue that satlsfymg basic human needs IS the key to aloldmg confhct In 

some countries, democracy may sat@ a population’s need for self-determmatlon However, 

people suffenng even more basic depnvatlons are unlikely to be satisfied only by democracy 

This idea 1s the basis for the Lmted States’ approach to China In his defense of the Clmton 

Admmlstratlon’s democratlzatlon agenda, Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott 



acknowledged that “contmued economic and cultural engagement 1s the best way to induce 

democratlzatlon “lo It 1s clear, then, that democratlzatlon m some comers of the world IS not 

achevable without considerable preparation-preparation that ~111 require substantial U S 

investment m the target counmes Is that mvestment wlthm our reach3 Some say no 

Second, even If democracy 1s umversally achzevable, Huntmgton’s suggestions that it 

may not be enough to pacify some nations and that It might expose the Umted States to even 

greater secunty nsks beg the question whether democracy 1s umversally deszrable In addition to 

his example of anti-Western forces nsmg to power m democratic Arab states, the most notonous 

example of democracy gone wrong was Adolf Hitler’s election as Chancellor of Germany m 

1934 These and other rare but mstructlve cases suggest one other aspect of democracy that our 

natlonal secun9 strategy appears not to have considered another natlon’s democratic majonty 

agenda might be completely hostlle to our national secunty Interests In pre-FYorld 1Yar II 

Germany’s case, Hltler fomented hatred towards mmontles and the vlctonous powers of W’orld 

War I by blammg them for Germany’s desperate post-war PO\ erty He was thus ultimately able 

to shake the bonds of the Treaty of Versallle, rearm Germany, and Invade his neighbors X111 

slmllar secunty nsks a\\ alt the Lmted States w lth the ascendancy of anti-West maJontles m the 

Middle East? 

IS THERE A BETTER OBJECTIVE THA4h- WORLD DEMOCR4TIZATIO~ -4W IS THERE 
A BETTER WAY TO ACHIEVE 1-F’ 

Despite these rare cases where democracy might be contrary to our natIona security 

interests, it can fairly be said that democracy 1s ultimately preferable to authontanan rule After 

all, the Admmlstratlon asserted that democracies are “less mclmed,” not rzever inclined to 

commit aggression These are exceptIona cases Nevertheless, the facts that exceptional cases 

do exist and that universal democracy 1s unlikely to be achieved within our resources and ui the 

3 



current world enwronment lead to the questions Lvhether better objectives or approaches exist 

The answer to both IS yes 

Our national secunty strategy suggests a better objective when it describes our goal m 

China “the emergence of a pohtically stable, economically open and secure Chma Uzrrfocus 

wzll be on zntegsatzng Clzzna znto the market-based world ecorzomzc system “‘I This goal is 

achievable because it simply builds on the momentum already propelling Chma toward full 

membership m the world economy, it is achievable for other countnes as we seek to expand our 

markets m the context of our second national security objective, “promotmg prospenty ” 

Our correspondmg hope that China’s government will thus become more “pohtically 

stable,” correctly elevates this fundamental concern above our desire to estabhsh a particular 

form of government It recognizes that polmcal stabihty, not necessarily democracy, will make 

Chma less of a secunt> threat to the Unrted States It also conforms urth Carothers’ theory that 

economic prosperity IS a precursor to democracy and Rubenstem’s and Cracker’s L lew that true 

secunty can be achieved only when people’s basic needs are met If we are concerned about 

reducmg the hkehhood of aggression m the post-Cold War world, our immediate objectir e ought 

to be economic globalization-meeting the basic needs of disadvantaged peoples for w horn 

democracy Qould otherwse be a 1~ ay to forcefully narrolv the dlspanty between the haves and 

have nots 

The approach we take toward economic globalization and, ultimately, polmcal stabihty is 

also cntical to both our success and its affordability The current national secunty strategy seeks 

to promote democracy worldwide without regard to pnorny Thus, we appear to vieR the 

democratization of African natrons to be as important as the democratization of Chma In other 

words, \ve want an ideal world Unfortunately, given our nation’s resource constramts and the 



du-e cu-cumstances facmg many countnes today, especially those m Afnca,” tlus goal 1s simply 

unreahstlc E,en if \\ e let the world econom! do most of the work. some nations will be left 

behmd How, then, do we apply our hmlted resources to maxlmlze world economic and pohtlcal 

stablhty? 

George Kennan confronted the same question at the begmnmg of the Cold War when the 

Lmted States felt its only hope against commumsm was to fundamentally restructure the LX orld 

order by maxlmlzmg self-determmatlon l3 His answer was that this “umversahsm” must glt e 

“ay to a “partlculanst” approach m which our natlonal secunty goals are pnontlzed accordmg to 

our interests and resources HIS pnonty--one the U S ultimately adopted-11 as the restoration 

of the balance of power m Europe and Asia Rather than respondmg to ever], act of Sovle- 

hegemony, Kennan argued that secunng this *‘heartland” 1~ ould most effectlvelq defend the 

world against Soviet dommatlon That goal \\ as ultimately achieved by reconstructmg German\, 

and Japan Today, faced with the same limited resources and need to maxlmlze their 

effectlr eness, we must agam estabhsh pnontles It 1s to\\ ard particularly cntlcal natlons that our 

pnmarl, economic globahzatlon and pohtlcal stablhzatlon efforts must be dlrected 

coscLusIo~- 

Our current national secunty strategy 1s an ambltlous-some would sa> overly 

ambltlous-program As N e downsize forces and cut budgets. Its mlhtary and dlplomatlc 

demands LX 111 strain our nation’s capablhtles To make our strategy affordable, LX e must make it 

more reahstlc Rather than focusmg on umversal democracy, as we did after FVorld War II, we 

should consider George Kennan’s M lsdom We must moderate and pnontlze our goals by 

promotmg not only our prospent), but also the prospenty of certain natlons whose unsatisfied 

basic needs ~111 otherwise propel them toward a colhslon with the United States 
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